Survey (SASS), investigates K-12 technology and engineering educator and service load similarities and differences as they compare to teacher demographics, educational levels, characteristics are explored. Results indicate that technology and engineering educators have a notable background and preparation distinctions to that of peer educators. Additionally, there are notable distinctions in the student population in which this group of educators serve.
INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND
The technology and engineering education in K-12 settings has drawn increasing attention from teacher educators, researchers, and historians regarding its classroom context, curricula, pedagogies, and paradigm shift. A considerable amount of research grounded in this area has been conducted discussing the historical foundations, current trends, needs, and issues. This research addressed K-12 technology and engineering education in various aspects of programs and practice (Dugger, 2007; Dugger, French, Peckham, & Starkweather, 1992; Meade & Dugger, 2004; Sanders, 2001) , preparation, licensure, and endorsement (Moye, 2009; Volk, 1993; Volk, 1997; Zuga, 1991) , and educator dynamics (Haynie, 2003; McCarthy & Berger, 2008; Zuga 1996) . However, these pioneer efforts have left some inconsistencies and discrepancies. A more around representative overall state of K-12 technology and engineering education in the United States.
Several studies (Dugger, 2007; Newberry, 2001; Meade & Dugger, 2004; Moye, 2009; Ndahi & Ritz, 2003) have revealed vastly different conclusions regarding the landscape of technology and engineering education. For example, K-12 in-service educator count ranges from 25,258 teachers in 50 states (Dugger, 2007) to 38,537 teachers in 48 states (Newberry, 2001 ). Moye, Dugger, & Starkweather (2012) attributed such a variation to a number of factors: the lack ofrespondents to surveys, the different infrastructures of school systems, the lack of leadership of technology and engineering educators, and the lack of accurate data collection from the state.
A standardized reporting set could potentially provide a prevailing reporting format. The U.S. Department of Education and the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) employ standardized reporting mechanisms under federal educational funding clusters and guidelines, resulting in a comprehensive account of educators and their characteristics with each educational discipline. Data collected within this system spans the nation and results in an inclusive collection of metrics from educators within a range of educational disciplines. One instrument within this reporting complex is the Schools and
Research Questions
Considering the variation and inconsistencies in reporting within technology and engineering education, this research was launched to discipline-based descriptors. Additionally, the research questions assisted in determining similarities and differences between technology and engineering education and the broader addressed the following: 
METHODOLOGY
The methodology closely followed that of and Ernst, Li, and Williams (2014) . This study consisted of a secondary analysis of the SASS-TQ dataset administered by the NCES. Initial access was applied for and authorized by the NCES to Virginia Tech. The access provided a member of the research team with designated single-site user admittance. Specific protocol and reporting information was submitted and subsequently accepted, where the NCES and Institute for Educational Sciences (IES) authorized approval and release. The NCES and IES require that weighted all n's be rounded to the nearest ten to assure participant anonymity. Therefore data in tables and narrative may not add to the total N reported because of rounding requirements.
PARTICIPANT SELECTION
In this study, the participants who gave subject-matter codes relating to technology and engineering education for Question 16 in the 2011-2012 SASS TQ, "This school year, what is your MAIN teaching assignment field at THIS school?" were identified and placed in their respective disciplines. Table 1 shows associated codes and descriptors used to group technology and engineering education teachers. All demographic data presented were weighted using the Teacher Final Sampling Weight (TFNLWGT) variable, which is appropriate for descriptive statistics. T-tests employed an additional 88 replicate weights that were supplied in the SASS data file by IES. This resulted in 50,610 instances within the weighted results for all technology 
Caseload.
The SASS TQ variable PUPILS-D was used to determine the mean total number of students taught. Teachers were asked how many students they teach per day in their content area. To specifically address the research questions relating to students with categorical disabilities and limited English proficiency and service load, data derived from Questions 14 and 15 on the SASS TQ were analyzed. Service load was calculated by the researchers to be the sum of responses to Questions 14 and 15.
The number of categorized students who are served was determined by responses from teachers who reported teaching students with recognized disabilities requiring an individualized education plan as determined from the Question 14, "Of all the students you teach at this school, how many have an Individualized Education Program (IEP) because they have disabilities or are special education students?" Teachers either checked none or entered an integer.
Likewise, the number of students identified as LEP was determined by responses from teachers who reported teaching students who did not speak English as their primary language and who had a limited ability to read, speak, write, or understand English. This number was derived from the response to Question 15, "Of all the students you teach at this school, how many are of limitedEnglish proficiency? (Students of limited-English proficiency [LEP] are those whose native or dominant language is other than English and who have sufficient difficulty speaking, reading, writing, or understanding the English language as to deny them the opportunity to learn successfully in an English-speaking-only classroom.)"
RESULTS

Gender, Age, Teaching Experience, And Employment Status
Demographic information concerning teacher gender, age, teaching experience, and teaching status is presented in Table 2 . One notable finding was gender disparity between the two groups.
With regard to gender, there is a large discrepancy between technology and engineering education teachers and all other teachers. Technology and engineering education teachers are predominantly male (75%), while the category "all other teachers" was predominately female (77%).
Test statistics for information reported as a mean (teacher age and teacher experience) were tabulated and evaluated in efforts to determine differences, if any. Even though age and experience were statistically significantly different, there appeared to be little practical difference between the groups. The profile for both groups was quite similar in age and experience and the majority were employed as full-time teachers. 
Note. SASS is the Schools and Staffing Survey. All n's rounded to the nearest ten per NCES and IES requirements.
Race and Ethnicity
Teachers' self-reported racial description is reported in Table 3 . This information was collected through the survey and was reported for the purposes of establishing a demographical make-up of technology and engineering education teachers. Because participants were allowed to make more than one selection, the percentage may not equal 100 percent in Table 3 . Both groups were very similar in racial make-up. The only exception was the category "Black/ African-American" being approximately three percentage points lower for technology and engineering education teachers. Table 4 shows the highest level of education that was reported. It should be noted that only the highest degree obtained is reported.
Level of Education
Reported are outcomes of bachelors, masters, educational specialist, and doctorates earned as a single highest degree obtained. In "highest level of education obtained," technology and engineering education teachers are less likely to have a Master's degree and more likely to have a "bachelor's degree or less" than the of all other teacher groups.
Certification Status, Route, and Qualification Status
In Table 5 the certification status, certification route, and qualification status of technology and engineering educators are shown specific to standard state certification, alternative certification, traditional certification, determination of "highly qualified" and either not "highly qualified," or unknown to the respondent. The profile for technology and engineering education teachers shows that they are less likely to hold a regular or standard state teaching certificate (85.6% vs. 91.3%), more likely to receive certification through an alternative certification program (21.6% vs. 14.5%) and are less likely to be highly qualified in all subjects taught (59.3% vs. 72.9%) than the category all other teachers.
Caseload
The caseloads of technology and engineering education teachers are illustrated in Table 6 pertaining to total students served, students with an Individualized Education Program (IEP), students who are identified as limited in English proficiency, and total service load of students with IEPs and who are limited in English proficiency. Test statistics were also tabulated and evaluated in efforts to determine differences in student caseload categorizations, if any.
Technology and engineering education teachers were found to have a statistically significantly (Richards & Terkanian, 2013) . As our economy becomes increasingly dependent on STEM fields, rational decisions about scientific and engineering issues drive the need for society as a whole to become more STEM literate (Ravitch, 2013) . Technology and engineering education provides equal access to quality STEM academic programs, especially for underrepresented student populations (Spring, 2011) . This equal access is necessary for the increase in diversity in the classroom (Ernst, Li, & Williams, 2014) .
One proactive solution includes advocacy of inclusive STEM education environments, promoted through formalized teacher learning opportunities. When teachers provide inclusive STEM-focused experiences in an integrated fashion, a positive learning culture is created where students realize importance and value in education (Behrend, et al., 2014; KearneyRich, 2014 ). This strategy not only increases underrepresented student participation in high quality STEM learning but also purposefully links local economies, communities, and universities in conception and delivery (Lynch, Behrend, & Peters, 2013; Lynch & Zipkes, 2012) . This is an approach from which students, teachers, communities, as well as technology and engineering education teachers can all benefit. However, in order for these potentials to become a realization, determination of technology and engineering educator preparedness must be considered.
